I. Introduction
One of the core questions of LXX research is "What is the LXX?" This question refers to such matters as the nature of the individual translation units, their place of origin, the relation between the translation units, the nature of Greek Scripture as a whole, and the possible development of the translation enterprise. The case of the Greek Pentateuch is clearer than that of the post-Pentateuchal books and therefore it is on these that we will focus. These general questions are of limited relevance for the kleinphilologische comparison of the LXX with Hebrew texts, but they do pertain to an analysis of the language of the LXX, its relation with the NT, and for many aspects that interest textual critics, historians, and exegetes.
The minimal points most scholars agree on regarding Greek Scriptures are: (1) the translation of the Torah was probably created in Alexandria; 1 (2) the name "Septuaginta", although originally attached only to the translation of the Pentateuch, came to denote early on the Greek version of all the canonical books of Hebrew Scripture as well as some writings originally composed in Greek; (3) the translations of most if not all canonical books had been completed when Ben Sira's grandson wrote the introduction to his translation in c. 116 BCE; (4) the text of the original translations was constantly revised towards an ever-changing text of the Hebrew Bible by known and anonymous revisers; (5) the present collection of Greek Scripture includes some of these revisions that replaced the original translations. If we accept these five points, by necessity we posit that the collection of Greek writings named the "LXX" is far from unified 1 For an updated summary of the positions, see Arie van der Kooij, "The Septuagint of the Pentateuch and Ptolemaic Rule," in The Pentateuch as Torah -New Models for Understanding Its Promulgation and Acceptance (ed. G.N. Knoppers / B.M. Levinson; Winona Lake, Indiana: Eisenbrauns, 2007), 289-300. Beyond the Alexandrian option, van der Kooij mentions the possibility that the translation was solicited by "the leading priests in Jerusalem" (297). and does not do justice to its name. After all, the legendary seventy-two translators did not translate the post-Pentateuchal books to which we now turn.
Most of the circumstances surrounding the creation of the various books of Greek Scripture are unknown since we possess no external data about the translators and translations. The only extant information is embedded in legendary miracle stories about the creation of the Greek Torah included in the Epistle of Aristeas and subsequent sources.
2 However, the minimal information contained in these sources is analyzed time and again as if it is reliable and pertains also to the post-Pentateuchal books. Schenker discredits that story as well as other explanations given in the past for the very initiative to render the Hebrew Torah into Greek.
3 His own view is that the translation of the Torah was created as a "light to the nations" as prescribed in Deut 4:6-8. Be that as it may, the Epistle of Aristeas has greatly influenced the analysis of the Greek translation of the Torah. We suggest that it also influenced the analysis of the post-Pentateuchal books.
The approach of many modern scholars towards the post-Pentateuchal versions was already shaped in antiquity. In the second century CE the story of the seventy translators was referred to as applying also to these books. In his Apology (c. 152-155 CE), Justin Martyr extends the story of the translation initiated by King Ptolemy to all the Greek Old Testament writings that in his treatise are considered "prophetic writings," presenting prophecies about the coming of Christ. 4 This tendency is continued in Justin's later treatise Dialogue with Trypho. 5 The same tendency is visible in Epiphanius, De mensuris et ponderibus, § § 3, 6. However, it would take a long time before the exact contents of the Christian canon were fixed. At the synod of Carthage (397) the Christian canon was more or less finalized, but the exact list was only completed at the council of Trent in 1546. Consequently, the earliest comprehensive manuscripts of the LXX from the fourth and fifth centuries CE, A, B, and S, differ in the choice and sequence of the canonical and apocryphal books.
The LXX was a Jewish translation, but when we encounter the completed collection of Greek Scripture for the first time in manuscript form, the majority tradition of A and S was shaped as a Christian collection in which the order of the books follows Christian perceptions.
Although modern scholars realize that the expansion of the name Septuagint to include the post-Pentateuchal books is secondary, they are often unconsciously influenced by that name in their analysis of the later translations.
II. The post-Pentateuchal versions
There are many open questions relating to the post-Pentateuchal versions: Are they Jewish? Are they Alexandrian? Were they produced within official projects? And are they homogeneous? Also, what is known about the compilation of the collection of translations, and what do we know about the Hebrew text underlying these translations? When addressing these issues we realize that there are more questions than answers. The translation of the Torah was a Jewish venture, created for Jews and probably also Gentiles. 7 The translation contains some Aramaic words reflecting the language spoken by the Jews, 8 and in some cases it reflects Midrash-like exegesis that is also found in rabbinic sources. 9 Aptowitzer 10 6 It is rare to find such a realistic note as in O. Eissfeldt, The Old Testament, An Introduction (trans. P.R. Ackroyd; New York / Evanston: Harper and Row, 1965), 703: "But with few exceptions (pp. 575, 592, 597) we know nothing at all about the persons, period and method of working of the individual translators, and hence are here entirely dependent upon investigation of the individual books of G itself."
7 Sylvie Honigman, The Septuagint and Homeric Scholarship in Alexandria -A Study in the Narrative of the Letter of Aristeas (London: Routledge, 2003) suggests that the LXX was prepared against the background of Homeric scholarship. 8 For example, sa, bbata (Hebrew shabbat and Aramaic shabta') and pav sca (Hebrew pesah , Aramaic pash a').
9 Jewish exegesis is visible wherever a special interpretation of the LXX is known also from rabbinic literature. Such exegesis reveals the Palestinian background or influence of at least some of the translators. For example, the "second tithe" in the LXX of Deut 26:12 (MT shenat ha-ma'aser, "the year of the tithe," read as shenit ha-ma'aser, and Prijs 11 provide examples for the post-Pentateuchal books, but the evidence is not impressive.
The Greek Torah reflects neologisms in the Greek language meant to represent some of the special Jewish customs or terms, such as the names of the festivals, for which no words existed in the Greek language.
12 This translation was used by Jews in their weekly ceremonial reading from the first century BCE onwards.
13 Likewise, Philo refers to this custom in Alexandria 14 and 4Macc 18:10-18, possibly written in Egypt in the first century CE, expressly mentions the reading of the Law accompanied by reflections taken from the Prophets, Psalms, and Hagiographa.
At the same time, the Jewish background of the post-Pentateuchal books cannot be proven as conclusively, although we have little doubt that Jews translated these books in the third and second pre-Christian centuries.
as if, "second, the tithe") represents the rabbinic term ma'aser sheni ("second tithe" 12 For example, the word oJ lokauv twma ("whole-burnt offering") was probably coined by the translators to reflect the special meaning of the 'olah offering. Further, the Greek Torah made a distinction between two types of "altar" (mizbeah ), a Jewish one which is rendered qusiasthv rion, and a pagan altar rendered bw/ moj. The Aramaic Targumim likewise distinguished between the Jewish madb e h a' and the pagan 'agora' (literally "heap of stones"). This distinction derived from the translators' wish to differentiate between terms relating to the Jewish religion and those relating to the religions of the non-Jews. 13 2. Place of origin of the post-Pentateuchal books. The Alexandrian background of the post-Pentateuchal books is presupposed by many or most scholars, but this assumption is very unlikely. The evidence for such an assumption, which is not supported by any hard data, has not been formulated, but the assumption could be supported by the following arguments:
a. Analogy to the story about the Egyptian translation of the Torah, although this translation itself was probably produced by Palestinian experts. b. "Alexandrian" characteristics 20 pertaining to the Egyptian-Greek language 21 and connections with the Egyptian demotic language have often been invoked. 22 The assumption of an Alexandrian background of the translation is so strong that one often speaks about the "Alexandrian version." Furthermore, not only has the Greek version been dubbed "Alexandrian," but its Hebrew/Aramaic Vorlage has been likewise so named.
The following general problems should be raised against the assumption that the translation of the later Greek books was Alexandrian.
a. Are any unmistakable Alexandrian features in the realia, vocabulary, or ideas reflected in the post-Pentateuchal books? In my view, there is very little evidence. At least in the case of the Egyptian-Greek language and the possible connections with the Egyptian demotic language no convincing proofs have been provided. Below (p. 13) we will return to this issue.
b. If, as according to tradition, the Torah translators came from Jerusalem, why were the post-Pentateuchal books translated by Alexandrians? In other words, if Alexandria did not produce scholars who were able to translate the Torah, why would such translators be available after many decennia for the later books? c. A related question: Should the canonical conception behind the LXX, different from that of MT, be considered Alexandrian even if it does not reflect any Alexandrian features?
There are no clear answers to these questions. I suggest that the default assumption for the post-Pentateuchal books should be that they were produced in Palestine, and not in Alexandria or any other part of the Jewish Diaspora (in the latter case, there is no positive evidence in favor of such an assumption). We first list the books of a probable or possible Palestinian origin, in order of decreasing probability.
i. The manuscripts of the Greek Esther contain a colophon 24 that states at the end that "it was translated by Lysimachus, the son of Ptolemaius, of the people in Jerusalem (tw/ n ev n Ierousalhm)." Most scholars accept this vii. Several scholars suggested that the Greek version of the Psalter originated in Palestine. 32 Pointing out several characteristic kaige-Th equivalents in the OG Psalter, among them the rendering of ~g and @a with kai. ga, r, 33 Venetz claimed that that version, like the kaige-Th revision, originated in Palestine. 34 This view was accepted by van der Kooij who added the argument that the Psalms headings to Psalms 24 (23), 48 (47), 94 (93), 93 (92), 92 (91) reflect a Palestinian reading cycle for the days of the week also prescribed by m. Tamid 7.4 (with additional days of the week). 35 Schaper suggests that the Psalms were translated in Palestine in the second half of the second century BCE. 36 In spite of all this, in my view there are no convincing arguments in favor of a Palestinian origin of this book. 37 viii. Wacholder extends the evidence relating to the Greek Esther (above, i) to 1 Esdras and Daniel. These three books may have been rendered by the same hand, or at least they may have belonged to the same literary circle. 38 This assumption is possible but has not been proven. 39 ix. The slavishly literal LXX translation of 1 Maccabees may have been produced in Palestine. 40 x. Judith and Tobit were ascribed to Palestine by Mussies and Hengel. 41 Negative arguments relating to the assumption of an Egyptian origin are also relevant: The translation could not have been produced by local Egyptians, among whom the knowledge of Hebrew no longer existed. 42 Further, the moving on from the translation of the Torah to that of the postPentateuchal books was not necessarily a logical step in Alexandria since the later books did not have the same authority as the Torah. 43 For example, in 50 BCE, Philo quoted mainly from the Torah and much less so from the post-Pentateuchal books, 44 possibly because he commented mainly on the Torah.
In any event, the Palestinian participation in the creation of the LXX was significant enough for Wacholder in order to claim that " [ 48 The Greek translator of Sir 50:27 refers to his grandfather as "Iesous son of Sirach, Eleazar the Hierosolymite," but this indication of the author's origin, referring to the Hebrew text, is found only in the LXX, and not in the corresponding Cairo Geniza Hebrew text.
ii. An Egyptian background of Isaiah has been suggested in detailed studies of Ziegler and Seeligmann, 49 involving evidence from Egyptian papyri (see especially Ziegler's analysis of the jewels in chapter 3).
iii. McGlinchey pointed to words and ideas that in his view show the reliance of the LXX of Proverbs on ancient Egyptian wisdom, which could point to an Egyptian background of the translation. 50 iv. On the basis of several equivalents, Thackeray, 51 Gerleman, 52 Summarizing this section, it seems that a better case can be made for a Palestinian rather than an Egyptian background of most books. 61 At the same time, Hengel concludes that "it is not so simple to distinguish between the 'Jewish-Hellenistic literature of the Diaspora' and the 'genuine Jewish literature' of Palestine."
62 Was there any cooperation between the two centers? In those days a bi-national cooperation enterprise seems unlikely, 63 so we are left with the assumption that the translation enterprise was either mainly Palestinian or mainly Egyptian. The people involved were either Jewish sages residing in Palestine or learned men who traveled from Palestine to Egypt for this express purpose. These two options are not mutually exclusive, as the post-Pentateuchal translations may have been produced at different places on which we shall say more below.
We have evidence for the temporary move of at least the translator of Ben Sira from Palestine to Egypt in order to translate his grandfather's book. Wacholder extends this assumption to Esther, and in the wake of these two books he suggests: "It is likely that Lysimachus of Jerusalem, to whom the Greek Esther is attributed, and Ben Sira's grandson, who translated Ecclesiasticus, were typical; and that the work was usually done by men who had resided both in Jerusalem and in Egypt." 64 63 On the other hand, Wacholder, Eupolemos, 276 believes in collaboration: "A reasonable solution may be that the Septuagint represented a work of collaboration between the two main centers of third century Judaism." However, this idea is not supported by any evidence. 64 Wacholder, Eupolemus, 278-9. 65 Thus Dorival in Harl and Dorival and Munnich, Septante, 108. 66 However, in my view, the implication of the colophon of Esther is that the translation was produced in Jerusalem and later deposited in Egypt. Wacholder's scenario is somewhat different. ties between the two communities. Palestinian sages probably translated some books in Palestine and others in Egypt, and somehow the two sets of books were viewed as one group in Egypt, which had a larger Greekspeaking community than the land of Israel, although it is not impossible that they were combined in Palestine.
In order to be in a better position to evaluate the evidence for either Palestine or Egypt, the Greek language of Palestine needs to be contrasted with that of Egypt. It may well be that the Greek of the two countries differed little. Since we happen to know more about the language of Egypt, we are more easily inclined to ascribe LXX words to an Egyptian background. 67 At the same time, also in certain technical areas (irrigation, administration, clothing), the terminology of the Greek Torah is probably typically Egyptian if no opposition to Palestinian Greek can be established.
Thus @sk lqX was rendered in Gen 23:15 with di, dracmwn av rguri, ou, the local currency in Hellenistic Egypt. Further, words with the compound av rci-, especially such professions as topa, rchj -dyqp (Gen 41:34 and beyond), av rcidesmofu, lax -rhsh tyb rX (Gen 39:21-23), etc. are known from Egypt. 68 The ev rgodiw/ ktai used for ~yXgn (taskmasters) of Exod 3:7;
5:6-13 are also known from Egyptian papyri.
The analysis of the place of origin of the individual Septuagintal books runs parallel to that of the collection as a whole, especially the question of whether or not it reflects a so-called Alexandrian canon. The common view that the LXX reflects such a canon is difficult from the outset because it is very unlikely that a Diaspora community that had to rely on Palestinian translators would have been sophisticated enough to have its own tradition on the scope of its sacred writings in the second century BCE. Besides, the Greek books themselves are linked more to Palestine than Egypt. The main argument in favor of an Alexandrian canon seems to be the fact that that country had a greater Greek-speaking Jewish community than did Palestine. The idea of an Alexandrian canon was rejected by Sundberg in a very impressive study 69 that has convinced many scholars. 3. The nature of the translation enterprise. Probably the most pervasive influence from the Epistle of Aristeas on the understanding of the postPentateuchal books is in the general perception of the nature of the undertaking. In the scholarly mind, the translations of these books were produced as official projects, like that of the Torah. Thackeray reflects this view when describing the translation of the Prophets as a "semi-official production" produced by a "second company, analogous to the pioneering body responsible for the Greek Pentateuch." 71 In his view, yet another company produced the books of the Kingdoms. 72 However, there is no proof that these books were rendered by groups of translators, and therefore I prefer to think in terms of individual units. I noticed, for example, that the translations of Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the Minor Prophets have in many ways a common vocabulary, 73 which may well point to a single translator. The individual books assigned to the revisional activity of kaige-Th (see § 2 above) come closest to the perception of a group, but even there the nature of the relationship between these books is unclear.
We need not think in terms of projects, neither with regard to the Torah nor the post-Pentateuchal books. Scholars are unconsciously influenced by modern parallels involving such parameters as official beginnings and endings of projects, deadlines, and quality control. However, none of these conditions would have pertained to the ancient translators. If the translation of the Torah was indeed created within an official project, cooperation between translators may be assumed, as well as some form of quality control. However, I believe that there is sufficient evidence to show that the translation of the five books of the Torah was a one-time effort by five different translators 74 who did not revise their own work. 75 It is even more likely that the translations of the post-Pentateuchal books were onetime translations that were not revised subsequently by the original translators or others. This is the only assumption that provides an explanation for the frequent mistakes in the understanding of grammar, words, and contexts that were not corrected subsequently. 76 Each translator followed his own systems and used his own vocabulary 77 and there is no proof of cooperation between them although sometimes clusters of books display shared equivalents, such as ytXlp -av llo, fuloj from Judges onwards as opposed to Fulistieim in the Greek Torah. Such cooperation would have been difficult if these translations were produced at different times in different localities. Only in the case of the Greek Torah may we assume influence of its vocabulary on that of the later books. 78 Influence at the level of translations should, of course, be distinguished from influence at the Hebrew level, as in the case of Jer 9:22-23 that was inserted in the Hebrew parent text of the LXX of the Song of Hannah (1Sam 2:10).
4. Heterogeneity of Greek Scripture. When reviewing the nature of the collection of Greek Scripture, we are struck by its heterogeneous character. This lack of unity was caused by lack of planning at all stages of the enterprise, including the choice of the Hebrew base texts and that of the composition of the archetype of the canonical collection, and is best visible in the post-Pentateuchal books. In my opinion, from a textual point of view, the choice of the texts included in this collection is coincidental, planned in the modern sense of the word. 80 The different books of Greek Scripture are early and late, original (OG) and revisional, very literal and extremely free. In my view, the major reason for this diversity is connected to the fact that these collections were composed by the assembling of Greek scrolls, small and large, of a different nature and background.
Consequently, the books of the LXX contain an amalgam of diverse translation units. The clearest case is that of Samuel-Kings in which 2Sam 11:2-1Kgs 2:11 and 1Kgs 22-2 Kgs 25 contain the so-called kaige-Th revision. Similar revisions are contained in the "LXX" of Ruth, Lamentations, and Ecclesiastes. 81 Previous studies have been unable to explain why section bg of Kingdoms starts in the middle of a book (at 2Sam 11:2 according to Thackeray 82 and Barthélemy 83 ) and ends at 1Kgs 2:11, and why section gd that begins at 1Kgs 22 and not at 2Kgs 1, contains a revision. My own explanation is that this alternation derived from a purely mechanical factor. 84 In my view, the OG translation of Jewish Scriptures required many scrolls, and large books like SamuelKings would have filled several scrolls. 85 We suggest that the archetype of the Greek 1-4 Kingdoms was composed of scrolls consisting of different translation types, 86 probably because the compiler of the archetype was unable to obtain scrolls of the same nature, or was unaware of their mixture. The process of compiling the archetype probably took place in the last century BCE or the first century CE. 87 Also, in the classical world, large compositions were subdivided into independent units (scrolls), often regardless of their content. 88 Likewise, the differences in translation character between the two parts of the LXX of Jeremiah (Jeremiah 1-28; Jeremiah 29-Bar 3:8 according to the LXX) may have been caused by the juxtaposition of two scrolls of a different nature. 89 The first scroll would have contained the OG translation, while the second one was revisional. The division point between the two types occurred exactly in the middle of the book, according to the sequence of the chapters in the LXX. Similar differences were spotted among the three segments of Ezekiel (chapters 1-27; 28-39; 40-48). 90 The LXX translation became hallowed Scripture within Judaism and later within Christianity, but we should realize that ancient Jewish Greek Scripture is a very diverse and unplanned collection. From a textual point of view, one could even say that the fact that this specific group of Greek translations, and not another, has become Christian Scripture is coincidental. For example, had the Greek translators rendered a different form of Daniel and Esther, without the so-called Additions, the Christian canon would have been different.
5. The gradual development of the collection of translations. Scholars usually assume that the collection of translations grew gradually, 91 but very little is known about this process. Was there an organizational force at work through the decades or at any given moment? Was the translation of the canonical books assigned to certain individuals or did these individuals embark on the translation project on their own initiative? Some books may have originated in Alexandria and others in Palestine, but we did not find any proof of collaboration between the two centers. Almost by necessity there must have been a single center for these translation efforts; how else could the simultaneous preparation of two different translations of the same book be avoided? 92 The existence of competing translations of the same book cannot be excluded, but there is no evidence for such an assumption. Some decisions were made on matters of principle. The translator of Jeremiah, who rendered not only the fifty-two chapters of that book but also the little book of Baruch, 93 must have relied on a decision or tradition of some kind.
The very fact that these books were rendered into Greek does not necessarily imply that at the time of the translation the Hebrew books themselves had been accepted as binding, but it is rather likely. Other Hebrew books were also translated into Greek, namely Enoch and Jubilees, but at a later period, in the first centuries of the common era.
Beyond the lack of planning that is visible in the heterogeneous character of Greek Scripture reflected in the different translation styles (see below), there are some signs of an overall design at the final stage. There must have been an overarching plan to include translations of at least all the canonical books in the corpus of sacred Greek Scripture. One need not assume that this principle guided the creation of the translation efforts from the beginning of the rendering of the post-Pentateuchal books, but it was effective when the Greek Torah was finished. Schenker stressed that the translation of the Nevi'im was expected, but that of the Ketuvim was not.
94 I agree. He also surmised that such an unusually free translation technique as applied to Job would not have been used for one of the earlier books. Again, I agree. Possibly a hesitation regarding the translation style is reflected in the relatively long interval between the translation of the Torah and that of the following books, no less than 100 years. 95 Both planning and lack of planning characterize the collection of Greek Scripture. The latter feature is revealed in the fact that books of a different nature appear side by side. Thus the translation of Joshua is often free, while that of its neighbor Judges, in both the A and B texts, is rather faithful to its underlying Hebrew text. It is remarkable that the same types of approaches visible in the aforementioned translations of the historical books are recognizable in the versions of the Major Prophets. Similarly, the versions of Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the Minor Prophets are rather literal, while the translation of Isaiah is free and in places very free. The book of Psalms is presented in a very literal Greek version, while the now adjacent translations of Job and Proverbs are very free and paraphrastic. The collection did not necessarily grow in the book sequence of the present Greek or Hebrew canon. Usually, it is assumed that the five books of the Torah were rendered sequentially, but this assumption is not necessary if they were rendered by five different translators. 96 For example, according to den Hertog, the translators of Leviticus and Numbers used an existing translation of Deuteronomy. 97 Likewise, the present formulation of Genesis constitutes such a finished literary product that it may not have stood at the beginning of the translation activity. 98 Indeed, Barr expressed the opinion 99 that the translation of Isaiah preceded that of the Torah because of the lack of consistent translation approach in the Greek translation of Isaiah. On the other hand, Rösel reflects the communis opinio that Genesis was the very first translation produced. 100 Without any argument, Tilly assumed that the translation of the Major Prophets preceded that of the other post-Pentateuchal books. 101 The postPentateuchal books could have been prepared in any sequence, certainly if they were prepared in different centers.
6. The Hebrew text underlying the LXX. While it is now evident that the Hebrew Vorlage of the LXX did not reflect an Egyptian text-type, 102 it remains very relevant to find out whether we can pinpoint features of the biblical texts rendered into Greek. This issue is all the more urgent since scholars attach much importance to the argument that the Vorlage of the
